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1 I am David Michael Brierley.   I am 62, a retired Police Officer, and my wife and 

I reside at Dalton in Furness, Cumbria. Our house is located 1000 m away from 

the Powergen Renewables installation at Ireleth, on the Furness Peninsula.  This 

site, also known as Askam or Far Old Park, is located at SD 231 772 and consists 

of seven turbines, 40m to the hub and 63.5m high to the blade tip Our developer 

mislocated the turbines so far away from their approved plan locations that they 

are even outside the “red line” planning application area. Consequently they do 

not benefit from planning permission. Effectively, the developers failed to 

construct the permitted windfarm and erecting another that does not benefit from 

ANY planning permission. (What then the validity of any original ground 

integrity, noise and hydrology surveys?) What legality is there in the 18 

conditions imposed by the Inspector, some of which he stated were to protect “the 

amenity of the residents”?  The residents discovered these “anomalies”, the Local 

Authority later confirming their findings. The Authority declined to take ANY 

action regarding this unlawful development. The (elected) councillors on the 

planning committee voted for enforcement on 3 separate occasions, however their 

(un-elected) officers preferred “remedy”, which I believe to be unlawful, being a 

section 106 obligation with the developers/owners of the site. 

 
2 In my evidence I will describe the effects of living next to a poorly sited 

windfarm, the problems of relying on planning conditions to ensure noise 

problems are avoided and the inadequacy of the so-called Noise Reduction 

Management System which is suggested to be a viable solution where turbines are 

positioned too close to dwellings.   

 
3 The Ireleth windfarm was built in 1999.  Noise problems began immediately.  

Under certain wind conditions, we could hear a persistent thudding noise which 

appeared consistent with the aerodynamic noise from the blades passing the 

tower.  
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4 The turbines can thump incessantly for days and nights on end.  One house cannot 

even see any of the 7 turbines but the residents had to leave their premises, in a 

desperate attempt to gain some respite from the incessant noise that kept them 

awake, made them ill, and stopped them enjoying their house and gardens. In 

other cases residents were obliged to attempt sleep by means of playing a radio all 

night long, in an effort to drown out the noise of the turbines or play “musical 

bedrooms”, changing from one room to another, sometimes several times, during 

the night, in a vain attempt to gain some relief from the noise from the turbines.  

5 The noise of the turbines has been variously described as “a clog in a tumble 

drier”, “a train continually passing though the room”, “a c130 Hercules flying 

outside your window”, “distant pile driving”, and “someone mixing concrete in 

the sky”   

6 People report that this is a noise they “feel” rather than “hear”.  They report that 

their heart appears to be trying to keep in sync with the beat from the blades and 

they experience great discomfort should that beat change.  It is especially bad 

during the night - time hours.  My wife is an asthmatic and, on several occasions, 

whilst suffering an attack, has felt her breathing trying to keep “in synch” with the 

beat from the turbines.  

 
7 We are not alone in experiencing these sort of noise conditions.  It has been 

claimed that the noise we experience is “unique” because of the configuration of 

the turbines and the surrounding hills.  However, very similar complaints and 

descriptions of the noise effects have been made by residents in Lincolnshire, who 

live near to a windfarm on flat land. Complaints have been made about a 

windfarm in Wales which is on a plateau. Other instances are being reported from 

all over the world, which bear a striking resemblance to the adverse effects 

suffered by our residents. It is a problem which can - and I believe will - happen 

wherever a windfarm is poorly sited. (i.e. too close to residential properties). We 

were assured originally by a representative of Powergen Renewables, that “wind 

turbines are inaudible”. This same person later stated, in our court case, that “the 

inevitable consequence of living next door to a windfarm is NOISE” 
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8 Malcolm Hayes of the Hayes McKenzie Partnership has measured the thumping 

noise and says the peak to trough levels are in excess of 17dB.  To put this in 

context, our background noise before the windfarm was built was under 20 dB.  

The Environmental Health officers and Mr Hayes were then obtaining readings 

regularly recorded in the middle to high 40’s.  The increase in noise is bad enough 

but the beating/thumping/rise and fall nature of that noise is maddening, one 

resident describing it as “akin to the Chinese water torture”.  Bearing in mind that 

the decibel scale is logarithmic, this is amounts to a huge and unacceptable 

change to our noise environment.   

 
9 In his witness statement for the Dollar WindFarm Planning Panel in Australia, 

Hayes attributes this noise to problems in underestimating the wind shear at a 

particular site and that this phenomenon is unpredictable.   One would have to 

wonder why no accurate measurement of wind shear had been carried out at this 

site, or indeed if accurate measurements CAN be taken. This appears to me to be 

a very inexact science. 

 
10 I understand that the developers in various planning applications have talked of 

turning off the turbines should there prove to be a noise problem.   We were 

promised exactly the same thing.  Powergen Renewables in their planning 

application in 1999 stated that they could install a specialised device that  “would 

be programmed to prevent individual turbines from starting up at low wind 

speeds when the wind is blowing from critical directions e.g. directly toward 

properties”. 

 
11 This device is referred to as the Noise Reduction Management System (NRMS).  

It took 2 years of documented complaints before the developers even conceded 

there was a problem and they then installed this system in 2001.  However, this 

has not proved anything like a satisfactory solution.  The noise reduction levels 

are only implemented to benefit a very small number of properties and even then 

only in the evenings and weekends. 
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12 Following the implementation of the NRMS there were over 130 registered 

complaints up to May 2005 – the time of the Whinash Inquiry. (at which Mr 

Hayes stated in evidence that that there had only been 2 complaints and that these 

were on occasions when the NRMS had broken down!) Local Authority records 

were obtained rebutting this claim and two residents wrote to the Inquiry 

providing their own records. 

 
13 In 2004, having received no support from the Local Authority, the local residents 

took legal proceedings to attempt to put a stop to what we considered a criminal 

nuisance.  We firmly believed that by presenting our evidence; comprising of 6 

complainants, 7 other residents as independent witnesses, (all residing between 

380 metres and 1000 metres away from the site,) and 3 council officials, (who all 

submitted written evidence and were prepared to give verbal confirmation of this 

evidence and to undergo cross examination, if called,) and producing certified, 

timed and dated, local authority Environmental Health Officers records and 

reports proving  26 noise nuisances, 14 border line noise nuisances and - at least, 

1 breach of planning conditions, in the 22 months immediately prior to appearing 

in the court, that we had done sufficient work to convince any district judge that a 

criminal nuisance situation had existed, still existed or was likely to recur, under 

section 82 of the Environmental Protection Act 1990. 

 
14 We were unsuccessful in our case – not because the noise problem does not exist 

– but because the burden of proof required in the criminal courts is very high  - 

and, in these circumstances grossly unfairly, in my mind - the onus is on the 

residents to furnish that proof, which we believe we did. However we could not 

afford to employ an “Expert Witness” of our own. We relied on our Local 

Authority Environmental Health Officers, they being the body responsible for 

“policing” Secs 79 – 81 of the Environmental Protection Act 1990. We believed 

that the Local Authority EHO’s evidence would be sufficient. 
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15 What we have learned from this experience is that it is absolutely vital that any 

windfarm application is properly, thoroughly and professionally investigated at 

the planning stage, and continues to be during construction and thereafter.  It is 

my understanding that Powergen Renewables have made a policy decision not to 

site wind turbines any nearer than 700m to dwellings and I believe this is as a 

direct result of the fiasco of the windfarm at Ireleth. I believe that this distance is 

still insufficient to guarantee freedom from noise nuisance. 

16 We have also learned that planning conditions based on ETSU-R-97 offer no 

protection to local residents because they refuse to acknowledge that wind 

turbines do make a noise with an audible and annoying beat which ought to be 

penalised. BWEA guidelines state “wind turbines should not be located so close 

to domestic dwellings that they unreasonably affect the amenity of such properties 

through noise, shadow flicker, visual dominance or reflected light.” However it is 

the wind industry that decides the degree of “unreasonableness” not the residents. 

We have ALL these phenomena at ONE site. This is grossly, absurdly,  wrong. 

17 Furthermore, agreeing to turn turbines off at certain times of the day and in 

certain wind speeds and directions, is no solution – negating the point of erecting 

windfarms in the first place. It is, however, a direct admission that the turbine site 

is unacceptable from the outset and demonstrates that noise complaints are 

justified as noise is still an issue at this location. 

 
18 In January 2008, during a period of high wind speeds, an “incident” occurred at 

the Far Old Park installation which, following a risk assessment between the 

operators and the Police, required a 500 metre safety exclusion zone being placed 

around the southern perimeter of the Far Old Park site. Residents at a nearby 

property were advised by representatives of the operator to evacuate their 

premises. (They however declined.) A local road was closed to all traffic for a 

week. Despite repeated requests from the local Parish Council the owners of the 

site have failed to give any satisfactory explanation for this “incident” or their 

subsequent requirement to impose a “500 metre exclusion zone.”   
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19 This brings us back to my original point regarding the misplacement/ mis-siting of 

this installation. The original application had stated that no turbine would be 

erected within their own fall over distance of any public access. However due to 

the unlawful position of the site as built several of them are. This could explain 

the closing of the road, however it does not explain the suggested evacuation of 

residents from their home several hundred metres away. 

 
20 With the implications of dangers to life and property, the problems of noise, 

shadow flicker, glinting and reflection, which are demonstrably all too real at this 

location, I believe that applications for any wind turbines need to be investigated 

thoroughly, monitored at all times from inception to decommissioning, and where 

problems occur, action MUST be taken by the authorities, to protect the amenity 

of residents. If any NRMS system is fitted and this develops a fault, the “fail safe” 

situation should be that the whole windfarm MUST shut down, affording relief to 

the residents, not leaving them with noise nuisances until the NRMS is repaired, a 

situation Mr Hayes attempted to justify in his evidence to the Whinash Inquiry. I 

believe that there is a “black hole” in legislation and guide lines which in effect 

doesn’t afford any protection to the people that matter. The neighbours of wind 

turbines. The residents. 

 
21 Please, do not permit these situations to be repeated  with this application. 


